Understanding the impact of personal traits on prosocial behavior becomes vital for the development of effective advertising messages to the target audience. Hence, this exploratory study was developed to contribute to a better understanding of the motivations of actual and potential blood donors, by analyzing and comparing the effect of some of the most prominent personal traits for predicting or explaining prosocial behavior (blood donation).
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Introduction
Despite an increase of reported blood donations in recent years, a severe shortage of donated blood remains a critical issue (World Health Organization, June 2017). In many countries more than 50% of blood supply is collected from family/replacement or paid donors, which is why recently the World Health Organization, the International Federation of Red Cross and the Red Crescent Societies have set the ambitious aim to achieve 100% voluntary blood donation.
Particular consideration is necessary to increase the percentage of voluntary, or un-paid, donations, as currently only represents 30% of the global blood supply. This is a key issue because for every donation of blood three lives can be saved 1 . Understanding motivations is central to understanding, and consequently influencing, voluntary behavior change (Ryan & Deci, 2000) . Accordingly, the purpose of this paper is to further elucidate the internal motivations for donating blood as a means to developing more effective campaigns. We particularly focus our research on students. Previous research identified younger donors, chiefly donors pertaining to "Gen Y", as a particularly difficult segment who are difficult to acquire and exhibit low retention rates (Russell-Bennett, Hartel, Russell, & Previte, 2012) . It is therefore appropriate to focus specifically on this segment.
Increasing Blood Donations as an Issue in Social Marketing
While an important topic for health professionals, blood donation has been a relatively minor topic in social marketing, with only a small number of papers examining ways of increasing the behavior from a social marketing perspective (Truong, 2014) . Of these, Polonsky et al (2015) examined blood donation from migrant populations, a analogously hard to reach and motivate population as Gen Y. Their findings highlighted the importance of removing barriers as a "hygiene factor" for increasing blood donations, though noted that this alone is not sufficient to motivate people to donate. Previously, Russel-Bennet et. al. (2013) suggested improvements in service quality as a means to increase blood donations, while Beerli-Palacio and Martín- Santana (2009) suggested that providing information is key to increase the disposition to donate blood. Kidwell and Jewell (2003) studied blood donation amongst university students as an example of the applicability of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), and highlighted internal control factors as the most likely to influence behaviour. Contradicting the importance of TPB, Holdershaw et al (2011) find that TPB is a poor predictor of actual behaviour. The gap between intention and actual behaviour has also been highlighted by Griffin et al. (2014) , with a call for more research focusing on motivational factors. However, it should be noted that previous experience with blood donations has been consistently noted to be a contributor to future blood donations by the aforementioned studies.
Apart from internal factors, external rewards, have also been studied. In their Cochrane review, Mortimer et al. (2013) find that, although public financial incentives (PFI) show a positive impact on blood donations, such impact on future donations is negative where PFIs are withdrawn.
Few studies have analyzed blood donation from the social marketing and social promotion/advertising perspective so far. One recent exception is the work of Healy & Murphy's (2017) on social marketing advertising messages to increase the supply of blood among young donors and non-donors. The authors found that young people found most effective advertising messages that stressed the altruistic nature of donating blood. While to non-donors the advertisements that could be more effective were the rational-based fear advertisements that challenged their excuses and complacency to donate. On the other hand, Ferguson and Lawrence (2016) found that blood donation is not pure altruism (caring about the welfare of others at personal expense) but rather a mixture of warm-glow giving (finding the act of donation emotionally rewarding) and reluctant altruism (cooperation in the face of free-riding rather than punishment of free-riders). For Kolins & Herron (2003) the way to achieve growth in blood donor numbers lies with a market-type approach with targeted marketing campaigns aiming young people.
Hence, the contribution this paper makes is therefore two-fold: Firstly, by focusing on the personality traits as a guide to developing promotional material, we further contribute to the literature on the subject of blood donations. Secondly, by researching motivations of Gen Y blood donors, we contribute to an understanding of this hard to reach, and hard to motivate target group, which seems to be more prompt to express their individuality through practices that resemble sharing rather than giving (Urbain et al., 2013) .
Establishing the Personality Traits
As the aim of this paper is to understand the effect of some personality traits on blood donation intention of Gen Y blood donors, we decided to test six potential motivating factors (empathy, altruism, social responsibility, social influence, self-image, attribution) with a view to providing social marketers with assistance in order to develop potentially successful social marketing campaigns, and more specifically promotional campaigns designed to encourage Gen Y blood donors.
Empathy, or the "affective response that stems from the apprehension or comprehension of another's emotional state or condition, (…) similar to what the other person is feeling or would be expected to feel" (Eisenberg, 2010, p .1) has been discussed as a possible factor influencing prosocial behavior (Einolf, 2008) , but very few studies have tried to understand if and how it impacts blood donation behavior or donation intention. One example is Karacan et al (2013) study that showed that empathic concern had no effect as a predictor for blood donation motivation.
Within the blood donation literature, altruism has been traditionally highlighted as not having a strong effect on blood donation (c.f. Evans & Ferguson, 2014) . However, this finding is not consensual, since it contradicts a recent study that highlighted that altruism is the biggest reason why young people donate blood .
Social responsibility, or "feelings of moral obligation to act pro-socially" (De Groot & Steg, 2009, p. 443) , has also been associated with increasing intentions to perform a range of prosocial behaviors, including blood donations (Ibid.). However, as it happens with empathy, there is still no sufficient empirical evidences in the literature on the impact of social responsibility on blood donation behavior. In fact, while this motivator has traditionally been linked with prosocial behaviors, Griffin, Grace and O'Cass (2014) study actually points out that individuals may be socially responsible, may find the blood donation issue important, may evaluate the issue positively, and yet, be non-donors.
According to Sojka and Sojka (2008) study, social influence has been one of the most frequently reported reasons for giving blood the first time (47.2% of donors were influenced by a friend), while the most commonly reported motive for donating blood (among general reasons/motives with highest ranking of importance) were 'general altruism' (40.3%), 'social responsibility/obligation' (19.7%) and 'influence from friends' (17.9%). These findings are in line with the ones from Griffin, Grace and O'Cass (2014) . Focused on comparing individual characteristics, attitudes, and feelings of blood donors and nondonors, the authors found that the relationship between susceptibility to interpersonal influence and attitude towards the issue was significant only for donors, but it was a negative relationship, supporting the view that donors are less likely to be influenced by social pressure.
Self-image, or the totality of internalized images and ideas a person holds about themselves, also plays an important part when guiding behavior, a relationship that has a longstanding tradition within the marketing literature and is considered fundamental when designing persuasive marketing strategies (Sirgy, 1982) . For example, people who consider themselves as moral consumers, tend to look for and respond more favorably to marketing strategies emphasizing principles aligned to their values.
According to attribution theory, the perception that a person may have about who asks for help can be crucial in deciding whether to assist or not. This theory explains that in this situations people make a kind of judgment, the "attribution", internal (ability, effort) or external (task difficulty, luck), on the behavior of others or themselves, attributing causes to events. Attributions can be directed to the fact that a person is in need or can be made on the character of the person who helps (Heider, 1958 , and Jones and Davis, 1965 , cited by Batson and Powell, 2003 . For instance, in Decety et al. (2010) study participants were significantly more sensitive to the pain of individuals who had contracted AIDS as the result of a blood transfusion as compared to individuals who had contracted AIDS as the result of their drug addiction. In Conner et al. (2013) study perceived behavioral control, combined with anticipated negative affective reactions, cognitive attitude, anticipated positive affective reactions and subjective norms, was found to be a significant predictor of intentions to donate blood. In short, the perception that the benefactor has about the person or institution asking for help can sometimes be decisive in the decision to help or not.
Methodology
In order to better understand the motivational factors that should be used to guide social marketing, especially social advertising campaigns a survey was developed and administered to 125 undergraduate students at a Portuguese university.
The survey started with a brief introductory text about blood donations. In order to avoid framing effects, the text concluded with either a gain-framed or loss-framed message (see Table 1 ). Respondents were randomly assigned to see either a loss-or a gain-framed conclusion message (gain-frame: 70 students; loss-frame: 55 students).
Common message
There is a constant need for blood in hospitals and Portugal is in a phase of loss of donors. When a whole blood unit (obtained in the donation) is processed in the laboratory, it is divided into three components: erythrocyte concentrate (red blood cell), platelet, and plasma (the liquid part of the blood, which contains proteins responsible for example for coagulation). There are people who only need to receive transfusions from one of these components.
Gain-framed message
So, for every donation of blood, 3 lives can be saved.
Loss-framed message
So, for every donation of blood not received, 3 lives may not be saved. Following on from this, the respondents were asked about their blood donation intention and if they had previously given blood. This was followed by questions designed to measure their motivational factors in a randomized order (see attachment). The questions used for this were based on the sources given in Table 2 . All questions used can be found on Table 1 in Attachments.
Construct Measurement Instrument Attribution Theory
An adaptation of Russell's (1982) Causal Dimension Scale was used to develop a scale with 14 items on a 5-point agreement scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) (α = .604). Internal attribution was assessed with 7 items, and external attribution with other 7 items. Responses were then averaged to create two independent indexes of internal and external attribution-high scores indicate greater self and others attribution for causes to donate blood.
Self-Image
A scale with 6 questions rated on a 5-point agreement scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) (α = .611) was developed by adapting the the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS) of Henk and Melnick (1995) . To calculate an overall score, item scores were summed with a higher score indicating higher levels of self-perception.
Altruism
Scale with 7 questions based on the self-report altruism scale (SRA) proposed by Rushton, Chrisjohn and Fekken (1981) (α = .374) was used. Different hypothetical altruistic situations were described, and participants were instructed to indicate if they have already exhibited those behaviors ("true" or "false" were the response options). To calculate an overall altruism score, item scores were summed with a higher score indicating higher levels of altruism.
Empathy
Basic Empathy Scale (BES) (Anastácio, Vagos, Nobre-Lima, Rijo, & Jolliffe, 2016 ) was used to measure empathy levels, focusing on affective and cognitive factors of empathy, and four basic emotions (i.e., anger, fear, happiness, and sadness). Participants had to give their ratings on a 5-point Likert type scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree) (α = .529). The higher the value obtained, the greater the degree of empathy.
Social Influence
Social influence awareness was determined by asking participants if they were aware of their friends, family or colleagues have supported the social cause in analysis (α = .454).
Social Responsibility
Questions aiming assessing social responsibility norm levels of participants were extracted from the proposed revised Social Responsibility Scale of Leonard Berkowitz and Louise R. Daniels (1964) . From the proposed 22 questions, 8 were applied in this study, and the distribution of response to the five alternatives provided ("strongly agree" to "strongly disagree") (α = .644). After reversing the score of some items, the scores for each item were summed up to form an overall score. Higher scores are interpreted has indicating higher levels of social responsibility. 
Results

Results:
Of all participants, 88.8 per cent expressed a donation intention, despite the fact that the majority have not donated blood before (72 per cent). Moreover, the majority of both groups exposed to a gain-framed message (87 per cent) and to a loss--framed message (91 per cent) agreed on donating blood. Not surprisingly, the ANO-VA showed no significant main effect of the gain-and loss-framed messages on the intention scores (p = .511).
In order to evaluate the possible impact of personality traits with respect to each the already mentioned theories on blood donation intention two binominal logistic regression model were employed (for current donors and non-donors) that included blood donation intention as dependent variable, social influence index, self-concept score, social responsibility score, internal and external attribution scores, and empathy and altruism scores as predictors (independent variables).
For current donors, the explained variation in the dependent variable based on this binominal logistic regression model ranges from 36.7% to 68.5% (Cox & Snell R2 and Nagelkerke R2 methods, respectively). The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of the goodness of fit suggests the model is a good fit to the data, that is, the estimated values are close to the values observed, so the model fits the data with a Chi-square value of 1.420 (8) and p=0.994 (>.05).
Our data suggest that for current blood donor's self-image (b = .725, p = .022) and internal attribution (b = .965, p = .013) added significantly to the model/prediction, but the remaining variables did not add. Moreover, internal attribution seems to be the variable that most significantly impact the depended variable (donation intention), positively ( Table 3 
-Binominal logistic regression output for blood donors
For non-donors, the explained variation in the dependent variable based on this logistic regression model ranges from 13.6% to 29.9% (Cox & Snell R2 and Nagelkerke R2 methods, respectively). The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of the goodness of fit suggests the model is a good fit to the data, that is, the estimated values are close to the values observed, so the model fits the data with a Chi-square value of 6.056 (7) and p=0.533 (>.05).
Our data suggest that for this group self-image (b = .640, p = .049) added significantly to the model/prediction, but the remaining variables did not add significantly to the model/prediction (Table 4) 
Discussion of Results
The main purpose of this study was to contribute to a better understanding of actual and potential blood donors' motivations by analyzing and comparing the effect of some of the most prominent personal traits for predicting or explaining intention to donate blood (attribution theory, self-image, social responsibility norm, altruism, social influence and empathy), as well as the effect of framing on the decision to be (or not) a blood donor.
According to our findings, actual blood donors are positively influenced by both internal attribution and self-image, while potential donors (who have not donated blood) seem to be (positively) influenced only by self-image.
According to the theory of self-perception, people act prosocially for the happiness they expect to feel when helping others. When people reflect on experiences of donations, they tend to see themselves as benefactors, rather than seeing themselves as beneficiaries, developing prosocial behavior, fulfilling and affirming the desire to help (Freedman and Fraser, 1966; Daryl Bem, 1972) . This perception contributes to strength their values and their identities as careful, attentive, and prosocial individuals. So, by seeing themselves as benefactors, people feel happier and more motivated to help (Verplanken and Holland, 2002) .
We interpret our own actions the way we interpret others' actions, and our actions are often socially influenced and not produced out of our own free will, as we might expect (Bem, 1972) . So, when we talk about self-image or self-perception it is almost impossible to neglect the role of social influence in one's mind. Moreover, previous studies (Reid and Wood, 2008; Nook et al., 2016) have concluded that social influence has an impact on participants' blood donation intention and that this influence could be affected by prior experience (Sojka and Sojka, 2008) . Interestingly, our data suggests that social influence has no effect on donation intention.
It is worth mention that this data comes from a self-report survey. Despite the fact that answers were collected anonymously, it is plausible that our participants may wanted to show a version of themselves aligned with what society expects from them or approves. Yet, the gap between attitude and action (when what people say and what they do are different) is well known in the literature applied to social domains (see for instance Carrington et al, 2010) . As Carrington et al (2010) proposes, many of us do intend to act more ethically than we end up actually doing, being hampered by various constraints and competing demands before we perform as we would like.
People tend to see cause and effect relationships. Apparently, past donors when they assign the cause of a behavior to internal characteristics, rather than to outside forces show higher blood donation intention. On the other hand, situational or environment features of the event (external attribution) seem not to affect donation intention. In other words, when the attribution of causality or causal locus is perceived as internal seems to trigger an emotional state that lead to help (Weiner, 1980) . Altruism, empathy, and social responsibility had no effect on blood donation intention. Although at first glance counter-intuitive, this observation confirms previous findings from the literature. Griffin, Grace and O'Cass (2014) concluded that individuals may be socially responsible, may find the blood donation issue important, may evaluate the issue positively, and yet, be nondonors. In addition, previous literature suggested that, in the context of blood donation, altruism is multifaceted and complex and does not reflect pure altruism (Evans and Ferguson, 2014) . Previous studies have also suggested that empathic concern may not be an important motivator for planned helping decisions and decisions to help others who are not immediately present (Einolf, 2008; Forgiarini et al., 2011; Decety and Cowell, 2015; Melloni et al., 2014) .
Finally, our data also suggest that message frames (gain vs. loss) had no main effect on donation intention. Again, intuitively surprising, this observation contradicts the findings from other researchers (Reinhart, Marshall, Feeley, and Tutzauer, 2007; Cao, 2016) , so it should be taken consciously. Perhaps the lengthy framing rather than a small quick and easy message may have contributed to this result and little attention has been paid by participants to the second part of the message with either a gain-framed or loss-framed.
Conclusion and Research Agenda
Understanding personality traits is vital when developing advertising messages that resonate with the target audience. Historically, blood donation campaigns tend to appeal to altruistic motives for giving blood, such as "give the gift of blood" or "save a life, give blood". However, for Gen Y donors, this type of motivational appeal may not be suitable, as neither existing nor potentially new donors appear to be motivated by altruism. Instead, based on these findings, future campaigns should be more focused on the self-image of the donor and less on the victim, as well on internal attribution in the case of actual donors.
Hence, following McVittie, Harris, and Tiliopoulos (2006) call for a better understanding of blood donation intentions, this paper contributes to the debate by highlighting the vital role of self-image (for both donors and non-donors) and internal attribution (donors), while at the same time opening up avenues for future research.
This study has some limitations, yet it stills contributes to the debate. The most prominent finding of the study is that self-perception /image has a stronger and positive impact on pro-social behavior (blood donation intention) than other motivators, such as social influence, social responsibility norm, altruism, social learning and empathy. As mentioned before, to our knowledge no previous study attempted to understand the relation between self-image and blood donation behavior or intention among donors and no donors. Hence, by confirming the positive relation between both variables in both conditions we believe we are promoting the need for more empirical evidences in this domain.
The dependent variable (donation intention) is dichotomous. Future studies could benefit from a continuous measure, which could deal with the ceiling effect found in this study (90% of the participants responded positively). Also, several scenarios are needed to increase the accuracy of the measurements. Hence, more studies are needed that can shed more light on the effects of social influence on the analyzed domain, as well as understanding the negative impact of altruism and social responsibility perception warrants examination. For instance, could the type of relation between the sender and the receiver determine the effectiveness of a social campaign?
It has been argued that, with repeated performance, past behavior can also be a predictor of intentions and behavior (e.g., Conner & Armitage, 1998; Conner, Warren, Close, & Sparks, 1999; Conner et al., 2002) . We have asked participants if they have donated, but we did not ask them how many times.
Also, participants were primed with a particular framing, but our data suggest that message frames (gain vs. loss) had no main effect on donation intention, contradicting past observations (Reinhart, Marshall, Feeley, and Tutzauer, 2007; Cao, 2016) . Hence, future research should look to how long framing effect last.
Finally, one should bear in mind the difference between intention and action, which stress the need for new studies that can confirm or reduce this attitude-action gap on blood donation.
Attribution Theory -Internal Attribution
The beneficiary of this social cause has control of his problem. The solution of the problem of the beneficiary of this social cause depends on his effort. The beneficiary of this social cause is responsible for his problem. The social cause originates in the beneficiary. The social cause is addressed to me. The social cause is related to me. The social cause is capable of changing / transforming / improving.
Attribution Theory -External Attribution
The beneficiary of this social cause was unlucky with his problem"; Solving the problem of the beneficiary of this social cause depends on the efforts of other people. The responsibility for the problem of the beneficiary of this social cause is of other people or of no one. The social cause derives from the situation. The social cause is directed to other people. The social cause is related to other people. The social cause is not likely to change / transform / improve. 
